preferring the views I adopt. I have frequently observed that problems which appear simple on the surface often prove to be very complex on examination, and it is not seldom difficult to steer one's way through the many solutions which have been proposed. So far as Jeremiah is concerned, many English readers have been fascinated by John Skinner's superb study of the prophet in his book Prophecy and Religion1, without realizing how many scholars today reject the presuppositions on which that study rests. None of the views I shall examine today were original with Skinner. Basically they have appeared in a number of other English works,2 as well as in German3 and other foreign4 works, but the challenges to them are less familiar to English readers.
Let me say at the outset two things. First, that the scholars who have questioned or rejected those views deserve our thanks, whether we find their challenges to be justified or not, since it is only by questioning and constantly re-examining that our acceptance of the views that survive can be soundly established ; and second, that in the matters I shall consider today the views presented by Skinner seem to me to be essentially sound.
At the beginning of the book of Jeremiah we are told that the prophet received his call when he was still but a youth6 in the thirteenth year of the reign of Josiah, 6 which would be in the year 626 B.C. His early prophecies speak of a peril from the north, 7 and this has long been thought by many scholars 8 to have 1 1922. reference to the Scythian peril, of which Herodotus gives some account. If this is true, then the predictions of Jeremiah were not fulfilled, and this has been thought to have so troubled the prophet that he relapsed into silence for some time.1 Whether the prophet was so troubled at this time, it is certain that at some point or points in his career he was bewildered by the nonfulfilment of prophecies which he felt certain he had been moved by God to utter. The proof of this is to be found in the passages that are sometimes called the " Confessions of Jeremiah ". a In the year 621 B.C. the Book of the Law was found in the Temple,3 and on it Josiah based the reform he carried through. There are passages in the book of Jeremiah which have led scholars to believe that Jeremiah at first supported this reform, and the anger of his relatives against him4 has been explained as due to his advocacy of this reform, which must have menaced the livelihood of the priestly family of Anathoth to which Jeremiah belonged. 6 Later, it is thought, the prophet perceived that the reform did not go deep enough and gave rise to false hopes. He therefore drew away from the reformers, and again we have a period of silence. Then, in the reign of Jehoiakim, when the Chaldaeans appeared on the horizon, he saw a new peril from the north, and reissued his earlier prophecies, perhaps modified to meet the new situation or to take account of the new foe. Of this conception of the early ministry of Jeremiah there is not a single point which has not been attacked, and in defending it I shall seek to take account of those attacks which have been first made or supported in recent years, and to deal with them as clearly as the complex nature of the often interlocked problems will allow.
We may begin with the date of Jeremiah's call. Here I would mention first and briefly the radical suggestion of C. C. Torrey, whose original views so often fluttered the dovecotes of Biblical scholarship, and whose great learning is often forgotten in the rejection of his bold theories. Torrey advanced the view that the first ten chapters of the book of Jeremiah had nothing to do with a seventh-century prophet, but that they were a pseudepigraph written in the third century B.C.1 with no more than an imaginary connection with the age in which they are set.2 He believed the foe from the north was Alexander,3 on whose career the writer of the pseudepigraph looked back. But he advanced no possible motive for the throwing back of Alexander's career in this fictitious way,4 and many of the prophecies of Jeremiah i-x bear the hall mark of real prophecy, born of a contemporary situation to which the prophet addressed himself in agony of heart,5 and it is not surprising that Torrey's view has left no ripple on the surface of serious study of the book.
Little more is to be said for T. C. Gordon's theory 6 that we should emend the text of Jeremiah i. 2 to place the prophet's call in the twenty-third year of Josiah's reign instead of the thirteenth, and thus to bring that call to the year 616 B.C., 7 and it arises from Gordon's rejection of the Scythian hypothesis and of the association of Jeremiah with the reform of Josiah, and his consequent desire to make the call of the prophet synchronize with the rise of the Neo-Babylonian empire. The only grounds presented in support of this date1 are that the text published by C. J. Gadd in 19232 showed that the fall of Nineveh occurred in 612 B.C., and not in 607 B.C. as had been earlier supposed, and that it brought sure knowledge that Egyptian forces had marched to the help of Assyria in 616 B.C.3 But this can in no sense be said to be evidence that Jeremiah had received his call in that year.
Horst4 also rejects the evidence of Jeremiah i. 2, on the ground that in the Septuagint form it is similar in phrasing to the opening verses of Hosea, Joel, Micah, and Zephaniah, and therefore comes from a late editor.5 But this is not proof that it does not rest on a sound tradition, and certainly not evidence for a different date. Horst would place the call of Jeremiah after the reign of Josiah was past. 6 He is thus compelled to eliminate as secondary other verses which bring Jeremiah's ministry into the reign of Josiah. In Jeremiah xxv. 3 Jeremiah himself is represented as dating the beginning of his ministry in the thirteenth year of Josiah, while in Jeremiah iii. 6, in one of the autobiographical introductions to an oracle, and in xxxvi. 2, in a message which came to him from God, his ministry is represented as going back to the days of Josiah. 7 These cannot be dismissed on the basis of the opening verses of other prophetic books, and there is no evidence that they have been editorially altered.
J. P. Hyatt at one time8 did not go so far as Horst, though he followed him in rejecting the evidence of Jeremiah i. 2 He maintained that the prophet began his ministry in 614-612 B.C.,1 and so towards the end of the reign of Josiah.8 No tangible evidence for this was brought forward, and more recently Hyatt has pushed the beginning of Jeremiah's ministry into the reign of Jehoiakim3 and suggested that the thirteenth year of Josiah was the date of the prophet's birth.4 For this suggestion, again, there is no evidence, and the view really rests on the rejection of the Scythian hypothesis and of the idea that Jeremiah ever supported the Deuteronomic reform, and on the claim that there are no prophecies which can be dated earlier than the reign of Jehoiakim. This means, as we shall see, that a good deal in the book of Jeremiah has to be explained away before the dates we are given can be dismissed. 5 In the opening verse of the book, Jeremiah is said to have been "of the priests who were in Anathoth in the land of Benjamin ". It is often assumed, though there is no direct evidence of it, that the prophet belonged to the priestly family of Abiathar, 6 the priest of David who was dismissed from Jerusalem by Solomon, and who went to his estate in Anathoth. 1 Some authors, both ancient and modern, have supposed that his father Hilkiah was the Jerusalem priest who found the Book of the Law,2 but this is generally rejected as quite improbable. Meek goes farther8 and challenges the view that Jeremiah belonged to a priestly family at all. He holds that the words " of the priests " are a gloss in the verse.1 There is certainly no evidence that Jeremiah ever exercised the priesthood, and it is generally believed that though he belonged to a priestly family he did not do so.2 That his whole attitude to religion was prophetic rather than priestly8 is agreed, but this does not prove that he did not belong to a priestly family. We are told that the expression " of the priests ** is found only here. 4 To this it could be replied that if every expression in the Old Testament which is found but once were eliminated as a gloss, a great deal would go. It would certainly be strange for Jeremiah to be described in this way if he actually served as a priest, but the phrase is unexceptionable as the description of one who came of a priestly family.5 It. is probable that the phrase does not recur in the Old Testament because no other member of a priestly family who did not exercise the priestly office calls for description.
Moreover, if the words " of the priests " were a gloss and there is no textual evidence against them, and few scholars have found any reason to question them it does not follow that they are mistaken. Meek thinks they were added by someone who jumped to the conclusion that because Jeremiah came from Anathoth he must have been a priest. 6 It might have been expected that in that case he would describe him as a priest, instead of using the expression to which objection is made on the ground of its rarity. The words could equally well have been added, if they were added, by one who knew that Jeremiah was of a priestly family of Anathoth. Further, we know that the family of Jeremiah plotted against his life, 7 and the account of this stands in the chapter which tells of the prophet's advocacy of " the words of this covenant ". 8 To this we shall return, but here it may be observed that if, as many scholars have believed,1 this is a reference to Josiah's Law Book and the centralization of worship that followed its discovery, the anger of a priestly family that served the now suppressed shrine of Anathoth could be understood. But if his kindred were not priests, there is no alternative explanation of their anger against him.2 In all the questions we have before us today we must watch the converging evidence, and we should not lightly set aside evidence preserved in the book of Jeremiah which throws light on an incident recorded in the book, which there is no possible reason to doubt.
We may turn now to the Scythian question. At the time when Jeremiah received his call trouble was brewing in the north. 3 In the second of the visions he saw at the time of his call, the vision of the seething cauldron, the word came to him *' Out of the north evil shall break forth upon all the inhabitants of the land ".* It has been widely accepted, since the view was first propounded in the eighteenth century,6 that this is a reference to the Scythian 2 Volz (op. cit. p. 137) suggests that Jeremiah's family belonged to the Jerusalem priesthood, and that they acted under the instigation of the Jerusalem authorities. That Jeremiah's family served in Jerusalem is unlikely, or he would scarcely have been described as of the priests that were in Anathoth, and the assumption that the Jerusalem priests sought to kill him can only be justified by the rejection of Jer. xi. 1-14 (see below), or the linking of this incident with Jeremiah's Temple sermon (chapters vii and xxvi) instead of with its context. After Jeremiah's sermon we know that the priests and prophets proposed to condemn Jeremiah to death, but this was not a plot of his own family; and after it had been decided that Jeremiah should not suffer death for his sermon, it is improbable that his family would seek to carry out a sentence that had been rejected. It is far more likely that it was for what they regarded as family interests that they would be incensed against him. 
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Herodotus relates1 how the Scythians invaded Asia and conquered the Medes and then spread over Asia, which they dominated for twenty-eight years. He says they marched through Palestine with the intention of invading Egypt, but were bought off by Psammetichus. Thereupon they returned northwards, stopping especially at Ashkelon, where they robbed a temple. From cuneiform sources we learn of the activities of the Scythians so far as they affected Assyrian history,2 but for an account of their raid through Palestine we have only the narrative of Herodotus. It is sometimes said that Scythian bands shared in the attack that led to the fall of Nineveh,3 but it seems more probable that the Umman-Manda who shared in the attack on Nineveh were an earlier wave of invaders from the southern steppes of Russia who had turned into Media, and by now were mingled with the Medes. 4 That there are exaggerations and improbabilities in the account of Herodotus may be agreed. 6 
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Scythians dominated Asia for twenty-eight years,1 though it is not impossible that these nomadic hordes wandered over Asia for many years, spreading terror wherever they went. 2 It has been questioned whether Psammetichus bought them off in the way Herodotus records,3 but we should not expect this to be recorded in Egyptian sources,4 and there is no evidence against the story. It has, indeed, been suggested that Egyptian alarm at this experience may account for the Egyptian change of policy from hostility to Assyria to alliance with her, since Assyria must have seemed the only bulwark for civilization.5 It is hard to suppose that the whole story of Herodotus was the free invention of the author. The circumstantial account of the doings of the Scythians at Ashkelon is specifically stated to be based on particular inquiry which the historian made. 6 To dismiss this on the grounds that the interest of Herodotus was in the identification of the goddess of Ashkelon with Aphrodite, 7 and that he readily accepted a legend which was current in Ashkelon, will hardly do. A cult legend of Ashkelon can scarcely be assumed to have created a story of Scythian depredations through Syria and Palestine, including the account of the Egyptian purchase of relief. 4 
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It is certain that the city of Bethshan became known in the Greek period as Scythopolis, and this would more than suggest that at some time the Scythians were there, as Pliny1 and George Syncellus state.2 Against this it is argued that this name is known only from Hellenistic times,3 and nothing which can be identified as Scythian has been unearthed in the excavations of Bethshan.4 To this it may be replied that since Scythopolis is a Greek name, we should hardly expect to find it used before the Hellenistic period, and since, according to Herodotus, the Scythians marched through Palestine and back, harrying and plundering, we should not expect them to leave evidences of their presence, to be archaeologically uncovered, wherever they passed.5 In northern Syria, where they may have remained for some time, there are evidences of their presence which archaeologists have found in modern times. 6 Moreover, whenever the name Scythopolis was first given to Bethshan, it is not likely to have been given to a town which was quite unconnected with the Scythians in tradition. That tradition was not derived from Herodotus, who does not mention the town in his account of the Scythians. If it did not arise in the period of which Herodotus writes, we are entitled to ask when it was. No other incursion of Scythians into Palestine is recorded, and it is securely known from Assyrian texts that Scythians were active within the Assyrian empire at this time. It would not seem convincing to reject the incursion that is recorded, without offering some more plausible suggestion as to how the name arose. 1 Further, it must be remembered that Herodotus is supported by the book of Jeremiah in setting some crisis in Palestine, due to external invasion, at this time. Herodotus does not specify precisely when this invasion fell, save that it occurred in the reign of Psammetichus some time before the destruction of Nineveh by Cyaxares. Since Egypt marched to the assistance of Assyria in 616 B.C.,2 it must have been some time before* this, and it is generally thought likely that it preceded the reform of Josiah. This would bring us close to the date given in the book of Jeremiah for the call of the prophet, though scholars differ somewhat as to the more precise dating. C. These are very improbable dates, the first because it is known that from 616 B.C. Egypt was actively allied with Assyria and this could hardly have been so while the Scythians were marauding in Syria and Palestine, and the second because when Nineveh fell in 612 B.C. the Assyrian groundless and the name of Scythopolis as irrelevant, and at tne same time to dismiss the date given in the Bible for the call of Jeremiah, can be better described as the dismissal of evidence than its refutation.
The prophet Zephaniah is said to have prophesied in the reign of Josiah,1 and the background of his prediction of woe has commonly been held to be the Scythian peril.2 Apart from this no other known historical peril could have been in mind until the last years of Josiah.3 Before the fall of Nineveh in 612 B.C., no one is likely to have thought of Babylon as a menace to the west, capital was transferred to Harran, which fell in 610 B.C., when Egypt was still in a position to claim domination over the area from the Euphrates to her own border. Rice would apparently accept Gadd's equation of the Umman-manda who helped the Babylonians at Harran with the Scythians (see above p. 208), but the Syrian raid would not appear to fit well between the fall of Nineveh and the fall of Harran, and, as Welch points out (Jeremiah, p. 103), it would be difficult to understand why one ally of the Babylonians should attack Egypt, another ally, at such a time. J. Lewy (Forschungen zur alien Geschichte Vorderasiens, pp. 51 ff.) would place the Scythian raid much later still, in 592-591 B.C., following a pact with the Babylonians. P. Pezron (Essai d'un Commentaire littoral et historique sar les douze Prophetes, 1693), who is described by C. F. Cramer (Skythixhe Denlynahler in Palastina, Einleitung p. 36) as " Pezron der Hypothesenmacher, der Griibler, der uncritische Historiker ", held that there were two Scythian incursions, the first in the reign of Jeroboam II and the second in the tenth year of Josiah, in the time of Zephaniah (according to Cramer, op. cit. p. 22, which is my only access to Pezron's work). Cramer (op. cit. p. 23) pronounces the first of these alleged inroads " unerweislich " and the second "erweislich", and brought to this period both Joel and Zephaniah (his commentary on these two books is given on pp. 138 ff.).
1 Zeph. i. and even after the fall of Nineveh no imminent danger to Palestine from that quarter is likely to have been felt. Egypt occupied the area west of the Euphrates, through Syria and Palestine, and while Josiah lost his life in a vain attempt to oppose her,1 it is improbable that Zephaniah thought of Egypt as the instrument of the devastation he predicted. The fact that neither he nor Jeremiah names the destroyer would well fit the rootless, roaming hordes of the Scythians. The conjecture that Jeremiah may well have named the Scythians in his oracles in their original form has not been unknown,2 but this is idle speculation, and the absence of their name from the oracles of Zephaniah gives it no support.
It has been maintained by some that Jeremiah had no particular foe in mind,3 and that his early prophecies were vague eschatological predictions.4 Zephaniah approached even more nearly to general eschatological prediction. But neither prophet is likely to have uttered his prophecies without thinking of some human power that would be the instrument of the disaster God wasfabout tofbring on the world.6 Welch suggested that the destroyer of nations of whom Jeremiah spoke was " the first faint hint of the conception which gave rise to the figure of Anti- ; " Welch is undoubtedly correct in insisting that with Jeremiah the ultimate source of the doom was Yahweh. So it probably was with the other prophets, but they generally thought of Yahweh as using a human agency to carry out his will. Apart from this, the description of the foe from the north is often sufficiently detailed to make it clear that the prophet had in mind a definite people." 214 THE JOHN RYLANDS LIBRARY christ ff .1 But Antichrist is always the enemy of God and His people, whereas the foe whose ravages Jeremiah predicted was the instrument of God to discipline His people, and so far as Zephaniah was concerned, it was the Day of the Lord, and not the Day of Antichrist, of which he spoke.
A few recent writers still hold the view, which was current before the Scythian hypothesis became current, that while the call of Jeremiah fell in the year 626 B.C., the enemy he had in mind from the start was the Chaldaeans.2 At that time the Chaldaeans were but launching their revolt against Assyria, and were just striking for independence and not even menacing Assyria, let alone countries in the west.3 A century earlier, Isaiah had warned Hezekiah against alliance with the Chaldaeans when they made an earlier bid for independence, and had not hesitated to name them.4 There would seem no reason why Jeremiah should not name them in 626 B.C., if he really had them in mind. Besides, in his second inaugural vision the message that came to him was " I am calling all the tribes of the kingdoms of the north ".5 This would more naturally describe hordes which poured from the southern steppes of Russia than the Chaldaeans, even though the approach of either to Palestine would be from the north.6 xiii. 20. But these passages are not really to be compared. They refer merely to the route of approach, and not to the source of the enemy armies. As Welch says (op. cit. p. 121), Jeremiah's expression would be a remarkable description of a people whom every man in his audience knew to live in the east. Condamin (loc. cit.) further cites Jer. xxv. 9, where " all the tribes of the north " are mentioned along with Nebuchadnezzar. Here, however, we should remember that allied with the Chaldaeans in their attack on Assyria were the Umman-manda. Whether these are to be equated with the Scythians or not (see above, p. 208), they were certainly a kindred people. Throughout the seventh century wave after wave of these invading hordes had poured over the Assyrian frontiers, and for Jeremiah to refer to them as " all the tribes of the kingdoms of the north " would be more easily understandable than so to refer to the Chaldaeans or The initial call of Jeremiah, as expressed in the second inaugural vision, was not merely to announce disaster from the northern invader, but also Judgement on the people of Judah for their idolatry and wickedness. 1 In his early prophecies we find many references to their unfaithfulness to God and the idolatry that flourished throughout the land, 2 as well as to the breaches of the moral law which were common amongst all classes in Jerusalem.8 If these early prophecies fell before the reform of Josiah, they belonged to the time when the country shrines were still functioning. But with the reform of Josiah the country shrines were closed. It is sometimes thought that later in the reign of Josiah the reform had lost its impetus, and the old practices may have appeared afresh.4 But there is no evidence that the country shrines were reopened during the reign of Josiah.6 It is for this reason that those who reject the Biblical date for the call of the prophet are constrained to transfer that call to the reign of Jehoiakim. For there can be no doubt that religious conditions in the reign of Jehoiakim were *as little satisfying to the prophet as those which prevailed before the reform of Josiah. 6 Early in the reign of Jehoiakim Jeremiah delivered the Temple address recorded in Jeremiah xxvi. It is usually thought that the Temple address given in Jeremiah vii is Babylonians. That Jeremiah should give the same description to Scythians in 626 B.C. and to the barbarian allies of Nebuchadnezzar at a later time would be easily intelligible, since they were of a common South Russian origin. Gadd justifies his use of " Scythians " for the Umman-manda by saying they are both generic terms which may be applied indiscriminately to all the various northern Aryan tribes which overran Asia Minor and the adjoining lands at this period, though he recognizes that the actual term "Scythians" is nowhere used of the Ummanmanda (Fall of Nineveh, p. 14 n. This does not mean that the whole of Jeremiah vii refers to events that fell in the reign of Jehoiakim. Jeremiah vii. 16-20 speak of the women of Judah making cakes in honour of the queen of heaven. These verses interrupt the Temple discourse of Jeremiah and contain a message from God to the prophet. They appear to be separate from their context and may not necessarily refer to the same time. 6 We remember that after Jeremiah had been carried into Egypt he found the same practice of making cakes in honour of the queen of heaven. 7 The people refused to listen to the prophet and referred to the misfortunes which had overtaken them since they had ceased to worship the queen of heaven, and boldly announced their intention of resuming that worship. This does not read as if the reform of Josiah had been completely reversed in the reign of Jehoiakim, and it would seem to imply that the worship of the queen of heaven had been interrupted from the time of the reform until after the fall of Jerusalem.1 In that case the only earlier point in the life of Jeremiah when he could have been confronted with the practice lay before the reform of Josiah. This brings some additional evidence for the placing of his call before that reform. It is true, of course, that in the reign of Jehoiakim the court is unlikely to have shown much interest in the enforcement of the Law Book, and older practices may have begun to appear.2 But the women of the community in which Jeremiah was in Egypt do not seem to have been aware that this particular practice had reappeared. Yet at some earlier point in the ministry of Jeremiah it had been current.
There would seem, therefore, to be strong reason to accept the date given for the call of Jeremiah,3 the thirteenth year of the reign of Josiah, and to believe that there was some historical basis for the account of the Scythian incursion reported by Herodotus, and to find in this incursion the background of Jeremiah's prophecy of trouble from the north, as well as for the prophecies of Zephaniah. While the Scythians are not named in the books of Jeremiah and Zephaniah, this is more than an unsupported conjecture. It rests on the evidence of Herodotus and on that of the book of Jeremiah, and these are quite independent of one another. 4 The alternative views rest not on evidence but on the explaining away of the only evidence we have.
It is certain that if Zephaniah had the Scythian peril in mind, his prophecies were not fulfilled.6 It is equally true that whatever he had in mind, his prophecy of universal desolation was not fulfilled in the seventh century B.C., though the prophecy of devastation for the cities of Philistia fits well into the story of Herodotus concerning Ashkelon. It may well be that there was a good deal more suffering for the people of Palestine and Syria than we should gather from the story of Herodotus, since he was not concerned to record all their doings. We should not, therefore, argue too much from silence. But it is certain that the Scythian peril did not bring upon Judah such miseries as the early prophecies of Jeremiah envisaged.1 This was not unique in the experience of Jeremiah. If, as some suppose, these early prophecies followed a call after the rise of Babylon and had Babylon in mind, then it is equally true that they were not then fulfilled, and it was not until the disastrous rebellion that led to the destruction of Jerusalem that his prophecies found any real fulfilment.
Those who accept the Scythian hypothesis recognize that Jeremiah's prophecies were not fulfilled by that incursion, but many of them think it probable that, troubled though Jeremiah was, he relapsed into silence2 until the new peril from the north in the form of the Chaldaean armies of Nebuchadnezzar led him to reissue the prophecies, retouched to meet the new situation.3
Of this there can be no proof or disproof. That there are some things in the oracles which have been frequently called the " Scythian Songs ", since Duhm coined the name,1 more relevant to the Chaldaeans than to the Scythians is recognized, and that is why the oracles are believed to have been retouched.2 Other things are thought to be more relevant to the Scythians than to the Chaldaeans, though this is disputed and the phrases are held to be paralleled elsewhere in the Old Testament, where the reference is clearly to the Assyrians or the Babylonians.3 It is just possible that the non-mention of the Chaldaeans by name is due to the fact that the original oracles did not mention the name of the foe. But even if it be true that everything in the oracles as they now stand could have relevance to the Chaldaeans, this cannot prove that they were originally uttered in relation to them. For it is precisely what we should expect if the theory is correct. After the oracles had been retouched to fit them to the new situation, it would be expected that they would fit it. The view that these oracles have been retouched is born of the fact that Jeremiah's ministry is stated to have begun at approximately the time to which Herodotus assigns the Scythian invasion, and of the recognition that as they stand they are appropriate to the Chaldaeans, even though some things could equally well apply to the Scythians, and some things perhaps better to them. 1 We may next turn briefly to the question of the " Confessions of Jeremiah ". These consist of a number of passages8 in which the prophet addresses himself to God, lamenting his lot and the suffering it entailed, and in some passages complaining that the prophecies he had been driven to utter had been unfulfilled and had left him discredited. The best known of these stands in Jeremiah xx. 7 ff.,3 where the prophet complains that God has overpowered him and compelled him to prophesy and has then made him a laughing stock by the non-fulfilment of his word, until he vowed that he would never prophesy again, only to feel a fire burning in his bones and a constraint to speak that he could not resist. 4 This passage is not necessarily to be assigned to the later part of Jeremiah's career, and connected with the night which the prophet spent in the stocks in the reign of Zedekiah, as recorded 1 3 Torrey (J.B.L Ivi (1937), 212 f.) suspects this passage to be of late date and not genuinely from Jeremiah, but elsewhere it is recognized to be the most poignant and moving revelation of the agony of spirit that the prophet endured. Peake (op. cit. i. 241) describes it as " one of the most powerful and impressive passages in the whole of the prophetic literature, a passage which takes us, as no other, not only into the depths of the prophet's soul, but into the secrets of the prophetic consciousness ". J. W. Rothstein (in E. Kautszch and A. Bertholet, H.S.A.T., 4th edn., 1922, p. 781) says its authenticity is beyond doubt.
4 Skinner (op. cit. pp. 201 f.) says that without these " the devotion of the Jewish Church would have been immeasurably poorer in that strain of personal piety which saves its religion from degenerating into a soulless legalism." earlier in the same chapter.1 Skinner thinks it is more likely that the whole series of " Confessions " comes from the middle period of the prophet's ministry, in the latter part of the reign of Josiah.2 The passage just referred to would seem to look backon a long series of unfulfilled prophecies and of Consequent derision, and so would seem to be better placed towards the close of Jeremiah's career, when his sufferings were greatest and wtanthe day of tragic fulfilment was nigh at hand.
It is improbable, however, that the whole series of " Confessions * * should be brought closely together in time. The intimate communion with God which is expressed in these passages is something that was characteristic of Jeremiah's experience and 1 kely to mark his dealings with God in all periods. In Jeremiah xi. 18-xii. 6 we have such a passage arising out of the plot against his life by his own family, and this, as I have already said, is usually connected with the time of Josiah's reform, quite early in the ministry of Jeremiah. 3 Some of the " Confessions " may well have fallen either before or after this in the reign of Josiah.
To examine all of the " Confessions " today is impossible, and irrelevant to our subject of the early prophecies of Jeremiah if they were spread throughout his career. But there is one passage at which we should look, since it culminates in a renewal of the call of the prophet. This stands in Jeremiah xv. 10-20. Here the prophet complains that God has let him down like a wady that fails, and that he has suffered reproach and persecution because of his ministry. Then comes the renewed call, when the prophet has the assurance that if he will distinguish between the precious and the vile he shall be as the very mouth of God, and shall be made as a wall of bronze, immovable before the assaults of his enemies. This passage, which clearly belongs to a time after Jeremiah has been prophesying for some time, bears so much resemblance to the initial call of Jeremiah, when he was promised that the Lord's word would be put in his mouth4 and that he would be delivered from his enemies if he fearlessly uttered that word,1 and to the message that came to him in his second inaugural vision, promising him that he should be as an iron pillar and a brazen wall against the whole land, 2 that it is rightly regarded as a renewal of the call of Jeremiah. This would seem most probably to be placed at a fairly early point in his ministry. When he first received his call he was conscious of his youthfulness,3 and he was apparently of a timid nature. Many think that he could not have been more than twenty years of age when he had his call,4 and some think he may have been some years younger than this.6 Though he felt sure that God was calling him to prophesy and would be with him, it is likely that when the buffets he suffered through discredit and the scorn of men struck him, his timidity reasserted itself. It this could happen towards the end of his career, it is hard to suppose that it could not happen earlier, when the first failures of his prophecies exposed him to the derision of men. And the renewal of his call can most naturally be placed after his initial experience of failure. If his faith had survived the experience of failure for any considerable time, it would be surprising for doubts to begin to arise and then continue with him through the rest of his ministry. It is far more natural to suppose that he became uncertain of his call and needed it to be renewed quite early in his career, even though to the end he was troubled by what he called God's deception of him. At the time of his call trouble threatened from the north,1 and his call bore relation to that trouble and carried a message of disaster and devastation arising from it. One of the most brilliant and at the same time gloomy oracles came from that time:
I looked at the earth, and lo, chaos ! At the heaven, and it shed no light. I looked at the mountains, and lo, they were quaking, And all the hills moved to and fro. I looked, and lo, there was no man, And all the birds of the air had fled away. I looked, and lo, the garden had become a wilderness, And all its cities were in ruins. 2 Here is a picture of desolation which one day would not seem extravagant after Nebuchadnezzar's destruction of Jerusalem, but which went far beyond anything the Scythians may have been responsible for. The non-fulfilment of this prediction must have exposed Jeremiah to the taunts of men, and filled him with mis* giving.
If the call of Jeremiah came towards the end of the reign of Josiah or early in the reign of Jehoiakim and had the Chaldeaans in mind, they were not wholly fulfilled, but they were not so spectacularly falsified as to discredit him entirely. Josiah, who shared in a western attempt to secure independence from Assyria that synchronized with the rising of Nabopolassar in Babylon, opposed Pharaoh Necho when he marched to the aid of Assyria, and lost his life.3 This was such a blow to Judah that the tragic story was long remembered in song.4 If Jeremiah had already predicted that the Chaldaeans were to bring disaster on Judah, the failure of this ill-omened attempt to play a part on the side of Babylon would not have discredited the prophet. And after the battle of Carchemish, when Nebuchadnezzar pursued the retreating forces of Necho, Jeremiah could well have uttered his prophecies of the approach of the conquering army from the i Jer. i. 14. 
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THE JOHN RYLANDS LIBRARY north. Though Judah suffered at that time far less than the " Scythian Songs " would suggest assuming them to have been first uttered at this time and to have had reference to the Chaldaeans, and not to the Scythians it should not be forgotten that Judah at this time came under the yoke of Babylon. There was not, therefore, the complete discrediting of Jeremiah that would make him the butt of taunts and lead him to doubt his very call, whereas if they were spoken first of the Scythians he would be so exposed when the Scythians withdrew, leaving Judah an independent country. Skinner observes that after the Scythians withdrew, " the country settled down to peaceful pursuits, with a fairer prospect of prosperity than it had known since the days of Uzziah and Jeroboam ".1 Such a situation would have appeared to belie Jeremiah's predictions far more completely than anything at a later date, and could most fully account for his need of a renewal of his call. In the reign of Zedekiah, his sufferings were due in part to the charge of disloyalty,2 since he urged submission to the Chaldaeans, 8 and not simply to the taunts of unfulfilled prophecy. But the " Scythian Songs " are not charged with calls to submission to the foe, but are associated simply with calls to submission to God. 4 Hence, if the call of Jeremiah took place in 626 B.C., as is stated in Jeremiah i. 2, and if the danger from the north was linked with the Scythian incursion, and if Jeremiah uttered the " Scythian Songs " at that time, prophesying the devastation of the whole land, he must have been completely discredited5 and exposed to the contempt of men as the false prophet par excellence of his time. At such a time, as nowhere else in his career, he would stand in need of a renewal of his call, and an assurance that his word had really come from God. Let it not be forgotten that though Jeremiah's word, like that of other prophets, was related to a political and international situation, it was not simply born of that situation, and it was not an expression of his political acumen. It was a message from God, and it announced God's judgement on the nation^that was flouting His will. That fundamental message was a true one, and it ultimately found its fulfilment in the disaster that came upon the nation in 586 B.C. The prophet at first mistook the time of the judgement, and more than once seems to have thought it was nearer than it actually was. But his message that the nation that forsook the will of God could only stumble forward to disaster was a true message from God, and in the end it was tragically fulfilled.
We must now turn to the question of Jeremiah's attitude to Josiah's reform. If he did not receive his call until some years after that reform had been carried through, he could have played no part in it. On the other hand, if he received his call some years before the Law Book was found in the Temple and made the basis of the reform, we should expect Jeremiah to adopt some attitude in relation to it. Attention is sometimes drawn to the fact that the king consulted the prophetess Huldah about the Law Book, and not Jeremiah. 1 We know nothing further about Huldah, and to some it would seem incredible that she should be consulted rather than Jeremiah,2 if he were already active as a prophet, since we recognize his stature to have been far greater than Huldah's. But if Jeremiah's prophecies concerning the Scythians had been so completely falsified as we have seen reason to believe, his stature would not seem very great to people or court, and we can hardly wonder that this prophet, who was still but young and who seemed only a false prophet, should be ignored by the king.
In Jeremiah xi we read that Jeremiah felt called to proclaim in the cities of Judah and the streets of Jerusalem the words of the covenant,1 and to summon men to obedience to the words of this covenant.2 The passage is full of Deuteronomic phraseology, and it has long seemed certain to most scholars that Jeremiah was here advocating the reform and its basis in the Deuteronomic law.3 Some of those who have placed Jeremiah's call later than the reform have held that the ascription of his call to the year 626 B.C. was deliberately designed to make him appear to be a supporter of the reform, and have held that passages such as the one we are now considering were the invention of the Deuteronomic editors of the book to support that impression.4 This at least recognizes that in the only record we have of the life and activity of Jeremiah, he is presented as a supporter of the reform. And once more it is pertinent to observe that we can only discuss his career in terms of the record that has come down to us, and we are not justified in removing without evidence whatever is inconvenient to a different view which we wish to impose on the record. Various ways of avoiding the conclusion that Jeremiah at first favoured the reform have been proposed. Some have argued that the book of Deuteronomy was not composed until after the time of Jeremiah, and that it reflects the influence of this prophet.1 It is unnecessary to examine this view today, partly because it would be hard to find scholars who hold it now, and partly because some years ago I examined this question in some detail and offered reasons for rejecting it. 2 That Josiah's Law Book was Deuteronomy in some form, though not wholly identical with the present book of Deuteronomy, seems to be one of the most firmly established results of Old Testament scholarship.3
That Jeremiah should advocate Josiah's reform has seemed to many antecedently improbable, and even incredible.1 Jeremiah appears to have had so little use for the cultus2 that they have felt he could not have been interested in the concentration of that cultus in Jerusalem or anywhere else. We know that in the time of Jehoiakim Jeremiah predicted the destruction of the Temple,8 as Micah had done a century earlier,4 and but for powerful advocacy he might have lost his life at that time.6 He asked whether God had commanded sacrifice in the wilderness period in terms that have led many to suppose that he disapproved of any sacrifice. 6 This seems to me to be an overpressing of his words. 7 It is true that he condemned trust in the Temple as a guarantee of security for the nation, and said it could as easily be destroyed as the shrine of Shiloh had been. 1 But it should not be forgotten that in the same speech he declared that if men would amend their ways and obey the will of God they could dwell in security in the land,2 and it was only because they did not so obey Him that the Temple would be destroyed. This does not suggest that he disapproved of the Temple as such,3 but only of the Temple and its cultus as a substitute for obedience to the will of God in all the relationships of life. When he condemned sacrifices, the condemnation was always linked with the condemnation of the life of the people, and this would strongly suggest that in his view the sacrifices were vain because they were empty acts and not the expression of any true devotion to the will of God.
But even if these passages were to be interpreted as others interpret them and mean that Jeremiah was utterly opposed to all sacrifice and to all the worship of the Temple and believed the Temple itself had no place in the purpose of God, it would not follow that he could not have supported the reform of Josiah. For the Temple discourse was uttered at the beginning of the reign of Jehoiakim, some seventeen years after the finding of the Law Book. We have no right to assume that Jeremiah's teaching was static throughout his career. 1 The book of Deuteronomy was a Law Book, inculcating cultic acts. But it has long been recognized to rest also on the teachings of the eighth-century prophets, and to inculcate prophetic principles. 2 While it is hard to imagine Jeremiah writing the book of Deuteronomy though even this improbable idea has ound advocates3 it is not hard to see him welcoming the book as a great step forward.4 He had denounced the worship of the scattered shrines, and had stigmatized it as the worship of a multiplicity of gods,6 and hence as completely rejected by Yahweh. He would surely, therefore, welcome the suppression of these shrines and the Deuteronomic insistence on the oneness of God, 6 and, as I have already said, this would well explain the wrath of his own kinsfolk, and their plot to kill him.1 He would welcome the purification of the Temple and the elimination of the abominations that had marked the reign of Manasseh. And he must have welcomed the emphasis on true devotion of spirit that marks Deuteronomy. While there were doubtless provisions in Deuteronomy which would not greatly appeal to him,2 there was much which would, and, as Peake observes, " every reformer discovers that he has to be content with less than the second best, and to work with men whose motives and aims are other than his own ". 3 It is argued that Jeremiah could not have approved the political aspirations that were associated with the reform of Josiah.4 That the king's reform was associated with his bid for independence is beyond question. But what ground have we for assuming that Jeremiah disapproved of that? The Assyrian empire was tottering to its fall. After the death of Ashurbanipal the Assyrian hold on the west was completely relaxed. That within a few years Nineveh would be destroyed could not then be foreseen. But that Assyrian control of the west had collapsed was a fact of experience, and the Scythian incursion which Assyria had been powerless to interfere with was the " That he was in sympathy with the temper and the general truths of Deuteronomy we need not doubt." It is curious that of those who would deny that Jeremiah at first supported the Deuteronomic reform, some excise from the book of Jeremiah all that suggests that he supported it and others find in these same passages evidence that Deuteronomy is later than Jeremiah and bears the marks of his influence. Needless to say, if the book of Jeremiah is re-edited to make it fit a theory, it is not surprising that it then fits it. But the theory is not supported by the surgery to which it leads. As for the other alternative, it is hard to see why Jeremiah must be presumed to have been in irreconcilable hostility to the Deuteronomic reform, if Deuteronomy is held to reflect his influence.
1 E. Bruston, indeed, claims (in Westphal, Dictionnaire enqjdopidique de la Bible, i. 605a) that this incident suffices to demonstrate that Jeremiah was entirely favourable to the Deuteronomic reform. The present writer would not go so far as this, but finds in Jeremiah's support of the reform the most natural and likely reason for their anger against him.
2 Skinner (op. cit. p. 94) observes : " The sacrificial and ceremonial legislation of Deuteronomy, which many modern critics find so obnoxious, is really a subordinate element, amounting to little more than a regulation of ancient usages too deeply bound up with the life and thought of the people to be swept away by legal enactment" That Jeremiah later perceived that the Deuteronomic reform did not go deep enough is no proof that he did not support it at first. 2 Attention is frequently directed to the passage in which he denounces those who put their confidence in the law, and who said " We are wise, and we have the law of the Lord ".3 To them he said " Behold, the false pen of the scribes hath wrought falsely ".4 Some have supposed that this reference was to another compilation which was then in progress,5 and it has been suggested that this may have been the first draft of what became the Priestly law. 6 Others hold that the reference here also is to Mbid. 6 Soy.RysseU.E.vii.96b. 6 So G. A. Smith, op. cit. p. 155. Skinner (op. cit. p. 104) says it might be argued that the reference is to a multifarious literary activity rather than the production of a single document. Cf. Volz, Jeremia, pp. 77. Similarly Rudolph (Jeremia, 2nd edn., pp. 57 f.) says this passage is not directed against Peuterpnomy, the law of Deuteronomy,1 and that by this time Jeremiah's attitude to the Law Book had changed because his hopes of it had not been realized.2 If this view is correct and it seems to me to be probable it would seem that at this time men were putting their confidence in a book, just as later they put it in the Temple, and instead of treating it as a summons to right living were regarding it as a manual of correct ordinances. They were bringing to the reformed religion the spirit that the great prophets had always condemned, the belief that correct ritual could dispense with a life of obedience to the will of God. The hopes with which he had supported the reformation were disappointed, and it is not to be surprised at that Jeremiah should change his attitude towards it. It was because his fundamental attitude to God and understanding of the real nature of religion had not but is much more general. Streane (op. cit. p. 61) thinks it is more likely that Jeremiah here refers to the traditional directions, already committed to writing, which the priesthood claimed to possess for guidance in ritual. Peake (op. cit. i. 160) says: " It is more probable that he is referring to regulations, now no longer extant, which had been concocted by the scribes as Divine ordinances; possibly falsified copies of the Torah had been put in circulation;" while Steinmann (op. cit. pp. 132f.) thinks the reference is to written interpretations of Deuteronomy which contradicted its substance (cf. (1949) , 865 ("J^reinie attaque visiblement une exploitation faite par des commentateurs qui faussent le sens original du Deut£ro~ nome en mettant 1'accent uniquement sur tel de ses aspects, vraisemblablement cultuel, ou qui pensent que sa possession mateVielle suffira a sauver ") A. Aeschimann, Le prophete jeremie, 1959, p. 84, notes that Jer. viii. 8 is an allusion to Deut. iv. 6, and thinks that if Jeremiah's reference is not to Josiah's law, then it is to sacerdotal deviations from it. Cf. G. Ricciotti, op. cit. i. 400: " Syncretism did not yield to the reform of Josias without a struggle, and even after the discovery of the codex it must have tried to justify syncretistic usages by various depositions of the codex itself. v. 883) says that Jeremiah was here objecting to the idea that God's will cap be crystallized into a changed that his attitude to the reform had changed. We have no right to put the prophets in strait jackets of our making.
I therefore come back to the view with which we started. It is based on the evidence of the book that has come down to us, and this is the only evidence of the life and thought of Jeremiah which we have. So far as the identification of the foe from the north at the beginning of his ministry is concerned, since the foe is not named in the book of Jeremiah any identification must be conjectural. But the Scythian conjecture is based on the only evidence we have of the activity of any foreign invaders in Palestine at the time of the prophet's call as given in the Bible. The other interpretations are not only conjectural, but are forced to discard from the book whatever is intractable. The Biblical dating of his call has to be altered wherever it is found, and the story of his advocacy of the covenant has to be excised as an addition or interpreted unnaturally of some covenant other than the Deuteronomic, and the hostility of his own family is left without any explanation. Instead of the pieces fitting together and making a whole, they are scattered to the winds, and we are offered a doctrinaire figure instead of the most human and tragic prophet of all the Old Testament story. He becomes a man who objected to independence when there was no alternative, who could not support the closing of the shrines to which he objected because every form of worship was not suppressed at the same time. That Jeremiah could enjoy a rich fellowship with God in the privacy of his own situation, even when he was in the guard house or the foul cistern, does not mean that he eschewed every form of public worship, and the fact that he believed religion could function even if the Temple should be destroyed does not mean that he thought it could only function then. He could denounce the new abuses that followed the reform as well as the abuses that preceded it, but there is no evidence that he preferred the days that preceded it, or failed to support the reform. His mission cost him infinite suffering, and he deserves sympathetic understanding from us,
